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DISCOURSE 


AO AIMS ET 


TRANSUBSTAN TIA TION 


(whe: the Sæcramem of the Lord's one of the two 


great poſitive Inſtitutions of the Chriſtian ,there are 
two main Points of difference between Vs and the Church of 
Rome. One, about the Doctrine of Trenſabſtentiationz in which 
think, but are not certain, that they have the Scripture and the v 
of our Saviour on their ſide : The otber, about the adminiſtration of 
this Sacrament to the People in both kinds; in which we are (ure 
that we have the Scripture and our Saviour's Inſtitution on our fide ; 
and that ſo plainly, that our Ad verſaries themſelves do not deny it. 
Of the frft of theſe I ſhall now treat, and endeavour to ſhew againſt 
the Church of Rome, That in this Sacrament there is no ſubſtantial change 
made of the Elements of Bread and Wine into the natural Body and Blond of 
Chrift ; that My OT was torn cf the Virgin Mary, and ſuffered up- 
on the Croſs; for ſo 3 that word Tranſubſtentiati 
Before 1 engage in this Argument, Icannot bur obſerye what an 
unreaſonable task we are put upon, by the bold confidence of our 
Adverſaries, to diſpute a matter of Senſe ; which is one of theſe things 
wy which Ariſtotle hath long ſince pronounc'd there ought to be 
no diſpute. 
It might well ſeem ſirange if any man ſhould write a to 
prove that an Egg is not an Elephent, and that a Mwsket- Bullet is not a 
1 It is every white as hard a caſe, to be put to maintain by a | 
Diſcourſe, that what we ſee and handle and taſte to be Bread is Bre 
and not the Body of a man; and what we ſee and taſte to be Wine is 
Vine, and not Blond: And it this evidence may not pals for ſufficient 
without any ſurther proof, I do not ſee why any man, that hath 
confidence cnough to do ſo, may not deny any thing to be what all 
the world ſees it is or affirm any thing to be what all the World ſees ic 
is not; and this without all pcſſibility of being ſarther conſuted. So 
that the buſineſs of Tranſulſtantiatios is not a controverſie of Scripture, 
againſt Scripture, or of Reaſon againſt Keaſcn, but of the downright 
Impudence againſt the plain meaning of Scripture, and all Senſe and 


Reaſon of Mankind. 
Ic 
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I is a molt Self-evident Falſchood; and there is no Doctrine or 
Propoſition in the World that is of it ſelf more evidently true, then 
Tranſubſtamiation is evidently falſc:And yet if it were e to be true 
it would be the moſt ill -· natur d and pernicious truth in che World, 
hecauſe it would ſuffer nothing elſe to be true; it is like the R- 
Catholick Church, which wil needs bethe whole Chriſtian 
and will allow no other Society of Chriſtians to be any part of it: 80 
Tranſubſtantiation, it it be true at all, it is all truth; tor it cannot be 
rve unleſs our Senſes and the Senfes of all Mankind be deceived abour 
their proper objects; and if this be true and certain, nothing 
can beſo ; for it. we be not certain of what we ſee, we can be cer- 
tain of nothing. 

Aud yet notwithſtan1ing all this, there is a Company of men in 
the World fo abandon d and gen up by God to the of de- 
luſion as in good carneſt to believe this os and py Nt 
and to impole the belief of it upon the Chriſtian World under no 
leſs penalties than of temporal death and Eternal damnation, And 
therefore to undeceive, i poſſible , theſe deluded Souls, it will be 
neceſlary to examine the pretended grounds of ſo falſe a Doctrine, 
and to lay open the monſtrous abſurdity of ir. 

And in the handling of this Argument, I ſhall proceed i» this 
this plain method. 

I. Tſhall conſider the pretended grounds and reaſons of the Cure 
ot Rome for this Doctrine. 

II. I ſhall produce our Objection / againſt iz. And if I can ſhew that 
there is no tollerable ground for it, and that there are invincible 
Objections againſt it, then every man is not only in reaſon excuſed 
from the believing this Doctr ine, but hath great cauſe to believe the 
contraty. 

l. Fir, Iconſider the pretended grounds and reaſons of the Church 
of Rome tor this Doctriue. Which muſt be one or more of theſe . 

ence that 
This is 


Eitler iſt. The Authority of Scripture, Or aly. The 
iet of this Doctrine in the Chriſtian Church, as an evi 
they alwaves undcrſtood and interpreted our Saviour's wor 
my Body, in this ſenſc. Or Jy. The Authority of rhe preſent Church 
to make and declare new Articles of Faith. Or 4ly. The abſolute 
neceſſity of ſuch a change as this in che Sacrament to the comfort and 
benefit of thoſe who receive this Sacrament. Or g ly. To magnifie 
the power of the Pt ieſt in being able to work ſo great a Miracle. 
iſt. They pretend for this Doctrine the Authority of Scripture 
in thoſe words of our Saviour, This is my body, Now to ſhew the in. 
ufficiency of this pretence, Tſhall endeayour to make good theſe two 


nes. 
1. That 


„— —_ 


Ep againſt Trenſubſtentiation. J 
1. That there is no neceſſity of underſtanding thoſe words of our 
Saviour inthe ſenſe of Tranſubfamiation , 

2 That there is a great deal of reaſon to underſtand them otherwile. 

Firft, That there is no neeeflity to underſtand thoſe words of our 
Saviour in the ſenſe of Tranſubſtentietion. If there be any, it muſt be 
from one of theſe two reaſons.” Either becauſe there are no figurative 
expreſſions in Scripture,which Ithink no man ever yet ſaid:or clſc,be- 
cauſe a Sacrament admits of no figures ; which would be very abſurd 
for any man to ſay, ſince it is of the very nature of a Sacrament to 
repreſent and exhibit ſome inviſible grace and benefit by an our. 
ward ſign and figure: And eſpecially ſince it cannot be denyed, 
but that in the inſtitution of this very Sacrament our Saviour uſeth 
figurative expteſſions and ſeveral words which cannot be taken 
ſtrickly and literally. When he gave the Cup, he ſaid, This Cup is 
the new Teftament in my blood, which is ſhed for you,and for many, for the re- 
miſſion of ſins. Where firſt, the Cup is put for Fine contained in the 
Cup; or elſe it the words be literally taken, ſo as to ſignific a ſub. 
ſtantial change. it is not of the Wine but of the Cp; and that, not into 
the blood of Chrift but into the new Teſtament or new Covenant in his blood. 
Beſides, that his blood is (aid then to be ſhed, and his body to be bro- 
ken, which was nor cill his Paſſion, which followed the Inſtitution, 
and firſt celebration ot this Sacrament. 

But that there is no neccfhry to underſtand our Savieur's words 
in the ſenſe of Tranſiulſtantiation, I will take the plain conceſſion of a 
great number of the moſt learned Writers cf the Church of Rome in 
this Controverſie. (a) Bellarmine, (b) Suarex and(c )V aſquez 
do acknowledge Scotu / the great Schoolman to have ſaid - (2) de Exch. 
that this Doctrine cannot be evidently proved from 00 & 
Scripture : And Bellarmine grants this not to be impro- pr = * 
bable; and Suarex and Vaſquez acknowledge d) Da- (c) is 3. pert. 
randu to have ſaid as much. ce, Ocham, another fa- 4iſp. 180. 
mous Schoolman , ſays 1 Ä , that tbe Doctrine 
which bolds the ſulſtance of the Bread and Wine to remain after 
conſecration is neither repugnant to Reaſon nor to Scripture. (f) 4 
Petru ab Alliaco Cardinal of Cambray ſays plainly , that 
the Doctrine of the Subſtance of Bread and Vine remaining af- 
ter Conſecration is more eaſie and free from abſurdity , more ra- &. _ 
tional , and no ways nant to the authority of Scripture 5 (d) in 4 Seut &- 
nay more, that far the other Doctrine, viz. of Tran - 6. ert 2. 
ſubſtantiation , there is no evidence in Scripture. (g 9 Ga- 
briel Biel, another great Schoolman and Divine of their (8) T.. 40. 
Church 1 treely declarcs N that as to ny ting expreſs'd in e. 

B 


the Canon of the Scripture , a man may beleive that tbe ſub 


ſtance 
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ftance of Bread and Wine doth remain after Conſecration: and therefot 
he reſolves the belict ot Tra- ſubſtantiation into ſome other Revelation 
beſides Scripture , which he ſuppoſeth the Church had about it. 
| | Cardinal (h) Cajetan confeſſeth that vhe Goſpel doth no 
ch) in 1quin. where expreſs that the Bread 1s changed into the Body of Chrift ; 
** N r . that wn * this from the authority of the Church: nay, he 
; goes farther, that there is nothing in tbe Goſpel which enfor- 
ceth any man to underſtand theſe words of Chriſt , this is my body, in « 
proper and not a metaphorical ſenſe ; but the Church having underſtood them in 
« proper ſenſe t hey are 10 be ſo explained; Which words in the Roman Edi- 
tion of Cajeten are expunged by order of Pope (i) Pim V. Cardinal 
(i) Agia. Co (k ) Contrareous 3 and (I y Melchior Cams one of the beſt 
nit. de 8a. and moſt judicious Writers that Church ever had, rec- 
cram. Q. 77. kon this Doctrine among thole which arenot ſo expreſ. - 
FS by found in Seriptare. I will add but one more; of great 
0 3 1 20 authority in the Church, and a reputed Martyr, (m) 
(1) Loc. Theo. Fiſher Biſhop of Rocbefter who ingenuouſly confeſſerh 
lag. I. 3. c. 3. that in the words of the Inſtitution, there is not one word 


( m ) contre from whence the true preſence of the fleſh and blond of Chrift in 
captiv. 8, i our Maſs can be proved: So that we need not much 


fon. ©, doe contend that this Doctrine hath no certain foundation 


in Scripture , when this is ſo fully and frankly acxnowledged by our 
Adverſaries themſelves. : : 

Secondly , If there be no neceſſity of underſtanding our Saviour's 
words in the ſenſe of Tranſabſtaxtiation, I am ſure there is a great deal 
of reaſon to underſtand them otherwiſe. Whether we conſider the 
the like expreſſions in Scripture z as where our Saviour ſays, he is 
the dior, and the true Vine (which the Church of Rome would migh- 
tily have trivmph'd in, had it been ſaid, this is my true body.) And 
ſo likewiſe where the Church is ſaid to be Chriſts body; and the Rock 
which followed the Iſrerlites to be Chriſt, 1. Cor. 10. 4. | They drank of 
that rock which followed them, and, that rok was Chrift : All which 
and innumerable more like expreſſions in Scripture every man un- 
derſtands in a figurative, and not in a ſtrictly literal and abſurd 
ſenſe. And itis very well known, that in the Hebrew Language 
things are commonly ſaid to that which they do leni) & repreſemʒ 
and there is not in that Language a more proper and uſual way of 
expreſhng a thing to ſigniſie ſo and ſo, than to ſay that it is ſo and 
ſo. Thus 5% expounding Pharaoh dream to him, Gen. 41. 25. Says, 
the ſeven good kine an Jo years , and the ſeven good ears of corn are ſeven 
years, that is,they ſignified or repreſented ſeven years of plenty; and 


ſo Pharaoh und him, and ſo would any man of ſenſe under- 


— — 


| againſt Traenſabſtentiation. 
ſtand the like expreſſions ; nor do l believe that any ſenſible man, 
who had never heard of Traxſubſtentiation being grounded upon theſe 
words of our Saviour , this is my would upon reading the inſti- 
tution of the Sacrament in the Goſpel ever have imagin d any ſuch 
ching to be meant by our Saviour in thoſe words; but would have 
underſtood his meaning to have been , this Bread ſignifies my Body , 
this Cup ſignifies my z and this which you ſee me now do, do 
ye hereafter for a Memorislof Me: But ſurely it would never have 
enter*d 1 oy in * — wy thought W —_ did 
old himſelf in his hand, and give a om him- 

repre his own bands. ' . q 

Or whether we compare theſe words of our Saviour with the an- 
cient Form of the Paſſover uſed by the Jews from Exzra's time, as 
(n) Juftin Martyr tells us, i % ,. en e re Ns, 
this Paſſover is oxr Saviour and our ge: not chat they 
believed rhe Paſchal Lamb to be ſubſtantially chan 


(x) Dialag. 


either into God their Saviour who delivered them our % 
of the Land of | | 3 or into the the Saviour 1 ; 


whom they and who was ſigmfied by it: But 
this Lamb which they did eat did repreſent to them and put them in 
mind of chat Salvation which God wrought for their Fathers in Egypt, 
when by whe flying of a Lamb and ſprinkling the bloud of it upon 
their doors their firft-born were over and ſpared and did 
ukewiſe forcſhew the Salvation of the Meffias , the Lembyf God that was 
to sal away the Sins of the world. ; 

 Andynovhing is more common in all * to gie the 
| name ofthe t er As the delivery of a Decd 
or under - hand and ſeal is call d a couv or making 
over of ſuch an Bſtate, and it is really ſo; not thegrlivery of meer 
war and parchment, but the conveyance oſ. a real diſtate; as way and 
and really toall effects and purpoſes of Law as if the material houles 
| and lands themſcbves could be and were actually delivered into my 
1 hands: In like manner the names of the things thennſelves made 
over to us in the new Covenant of the between GOD and 

Nan, ate given to the Signs or Seals of that Covenant. By R 
| Chriſtians arc ſaid to be made partahyrs of the Holy Gbeſt, Heb. G. 4. 
And by the Sacramem of the Lord's Supper we are {aid to communicate 
or to be made partakgre of the Body of Chriſt which was broken, and of lug 
Blood ich was ſhed for ur, that is, of the real beneſm of hisdeath and 
fon. And thus St. Paul ſpeaks of this Sacrament, 1 Cer. 10 16. 
The cup of Rleſing which ne-blyſs. 5 it not the communion of the blood of Chriſt? 
the bread which we break, i! it not the communion of the body of Chrift ? But 
ſtill it + bread, and hc ſtill calls ir fo, v. 17. For we being many ” 2 

e. 


11 . =. = DÞ cl. .+ cc. = 
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bread and one body; for we are partakers of that one bread. The Church 
ot Reme might,if they pleaſed, as well argue from hence that all Chri- 
ſtians are Tabltancialty changed firſt into Bread, and then into the 
natural Body of Chriſt by their parricipation of the Sacrament becauſe 
they are ſaid thereby to be one bread and one body. And the fame A- 
poſtle in the next Chapter, after he had ſpoken of the conſecration of 
the Elements ſtill calls them the bread and the cxp, in three verſes to- 
gether, As often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, v. 26. Wheſoever 
ſhall eat this beead and drink ibis cup of the Lord unworthily, v. 27. But let a 
man examine himfelf, and ſo let him eat of this bread and drink of that emp, 


v.28. And our Saviour himſelf when he had ſaid, this is my blood of 


the new Teftament, immediately adds, * but Iſay wnto yon, 


Matth. 26, 29. J will not henceforth drinkof this fruit of the Vine, untill I 


drink it new with you in my Father's Kingdom , that is, not 

till after his reſurrection, which was the firſt ſtep ot his exaltation in- 
to the Kingdom given him by his Father, when the Scripture tells us 
he did eat and drink with his Diſciples. But that which I obſerve 
from our Soviour's words is, that after the conſecration of the ep and 
the delivering of it to his Dliciples to drink of it, he tells them that 
he would thenceforth drink no more of the fruit of the Vine, which 
he had now drank with them, till after his Reſurrection. From 
whence it is plain that was the fruit of the Vine, real wine,which our 
Saviongdrank of and communicated to his Diſciples in the Sacrament. 
Beſides, if we conſider that he celebrated this Sacramem before his 
Paſſion, it is impoſſible theſe words ſhould be underſtood literally of tbe 
natural body and blzod of Chrift;becauſc it was bis body broken and bis blood 


ſed which he gave to his Diſciples, which if we underſtand literally 


of his natural body broken & his blood ſhed, then theſe words bi- is 
my body which is broken, and this is my bleod which is ſhed, could not be 
true, becauſe his Body was then whole and unbroken, and his blood 
not then ſhed ; nor could it be a * Sacrifice ¶ as they affirm 
this Sacrament to be) unleſs they will ſay that propitiation was made 
before Chriſt ſuffer d: And it is likewiſe im le that the Diſciples 
ſhould underſtand theſe words literally, becaule they not only plain- 


ly ſaw that what he gave them was Bread and Wine, but they faw | 


likewiſe as plainly that it was not his Body which was given, but his 
Body which gave that which was given; not his Body breken and 
his blood ſhed, becauſe they ſaw him alive at that very time and be- 
held his bocy whole and unpeirc d; and therefore they could not un- 
derſtand theſe words N H they did, can we imagine that the 
Diſciples, who upon all other 

objections ſhould make no difficuly of this matter > nor ſo much as 
ask our Saviour, bow con theſe things be > that they ſhould os 
te 


occaſions were ſo full of queſtionsand 


: 
4 
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- againſt Trenſubſtentiation. - 7 
tell him, we ſee this to be Bread and that to be Wine, and we ſee 
thy Body to be diſtin from both; we ſee thy Body not broken, and 
thy Blood not ſhed. | | 

From all which ic muſt needs be very evident, to any man that will 
imparrially conſider things, hew little i eaſon there is to underſtand 
thoſe words of our Saviour, this i my body, and this is my blood, in 
the ſenſe of Tranſubſtentiation; nay on the contrary, that there is very 
great reaſon and an evident neceſſity to underſtand them otherwilc. 
Iproceed to ſhew, 

21. That this Doctrine is not grounded upon the perpetual belief of 
the Cbriftian Church, which the Church of Rome vainly pretends as an 
evidence that the Church did alwayes underſtat d and interpret our 
Saviour's words in this ſenſe. 

To manifcſt the groundleſneſs of this pretence, I all, i. ſhew by 
plain teſtimcny of the Fathers in ſeveral Ages, that this Doctrine 
was net the belief of the ancient Chriſtian Church, 2. I ſhall ſhew the 
time and cccaſion of its c meing in, and by what degrees it grew up 
and was eſtabliſhed in the Roman Church. 3. I ſhall anſwer their _ 
pretended Demonſtration that this always was and muſt have 
the conſtant belief ot the Chriſtian Church. 

1. 1ſhall ſhew by plain Teſtimonies of the Fathers in ſeveral Ages, 
for above five hundred years aſter Chriſt , that this Dectrine was 
not the belief of the ancient Chriſtian Charch. I deny not but that the 
Fathers do, and that with great reaſon , very much magnify the 
wonderful miſtery and efficacy of this Sacrament, and ntly ſpeak 
of a great Supernatural change made by the divine benediction; 
which we alſo readily ackncwledge. They ſay indeed, that the Ele- 
ments of Bread and Wine do by the divine bleſſing become to us the 
Body and Blood of Chriſt : But they likewiſe ſay that the names of 
the things ſignified are given to the Signs ; that the Bread and Wine 
do ſtill remain in their proper nature and ſubſtance, and that th 
are turn'd into the ſubPance of our Bodies; that the Body of Chri 
in the Sacrament is not his natural Body, but the ſign and figuze of 
it; not that Body which was crucified, nor that Bloud which was 
ſhed upon the Crols; and that it is impious to underſtand the eating 
of tbe fliſh of the Son of man, and drinking bis blood literally: all which arc 
directly oppoſite io the Icctrine of Trarſubſtamietion and utterly in- 
conſiſtent with it. I will ſelect but ſome tew Teſtimonies of many 
which I might bi ing to this pui poſe. 

] Legin with Juſtin Martyr, — ſays expreſly, that * « Apol: 2: 798. 
eur blood and fleſh are nouriſted by the conterfien of that food Edit. Pariſ. 1036: 
which we receive in the Encharift : But that cannot be the ; 
natural body and blood of Chriſt, ſor no man will ſay that is co: 

, vertc 
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verted into the nouriſhment of out bodies. | 

+ Lib. 4.c. 34, The Second is & Ines: who ſpeaking of this Sa- 
crament, ſays, that the bread which is from the earth receiv« 

ing the divine inVocation is now no longer commm bre id but the Euabariſt 
(or Sacrament ) conſiſting of two things, the one exribly , the other heaven 
y. He favs it is no longet common brea i, biit after invocation or 


ch 


cotiſecration it becomes the Sacrament , that is, bread ſanftified , 
conliſting of two things an earthly and a heavenly; the carthly thing 
is dread, and the heavenly is the divine bleſſing which by rhe invo- 
cation or coriſccration is added to fr. And elſewere he hath this 

paige , When, therefore the cap that is mixed (that is, of 
*lib, 5. c. 2. Wine and Water) andthe bread that is brok;n receive the 

word of God, it becomes the Euehariſt of the blood and body of 
Cle, of which the ſubſtance of our fleſh it increaſed and confifts ; but if that 
which we received inthe Sacrament do nourith out bodies, it maſt 
be bread and wine, & not the natural body and blood ofChriſt.There 
is another rematkable Tettimony of Irene, which though it be not 
now extent in thoſe works of his which temain, yet hath been - 

ed by *Occumenius, and it is chi, when ( ſays he) the 
comment: in Greeks bad taken. ſome Servants, of the Chriftian Catechunend 
1 Fet.c:3: ( that is, ſuch as had not been admitted to the Sacra- 
ment) and afterwards urged them by violence to tell them ſome of the ſeerers 
of 1he Chriſtians, theſe Servants baving nothing toſay that might gratify thoſe 
who offered violence to them, except N they had b:ard from ibeir Maſters 


that the diuins Communion was the blood and body of Chrift, they thinking that 
it was really blood and fleſh, declared as much to thoſe that queitioned them. 


The Greeky taking this as if it were really dane by the Chriftians, diſcovered it 
to others of the Greeks ; who on put Fan cus at Blandina 10 25h · tor- 
ture to make them confeſs it. To whom Blandina boldly anſwered, Hh 
would they endure to dotbis, who by w iy of exerciſe ( or abſtinence) do not 
eat that fleſh which may lawfully be eaten > By which it 1 7 that this 
which they would have charg d upon Chriſtian :, as if they had lite- 
rally eaten the fleſh and bloud ot Chriſt in the Sacrameut, was a falſe 
accuſation which theſe Martyrs denied, ſaying they were fo far from 
that, that they for their part did not eat any fleſn at all. 

The next is Tertullian, who proves azainſt M zrcion the Heretique 
that the Body of our Saviour was not a mere phantaſm and appear- 
ance, but a real Body, becauſe the Sacrament is a figure and image 
of his Body; and if there be an image ot bis body he m iſt have a 
real body, otherwitethe Sacrament would be an image of an image. 
His words arc theſe, * tbe bread which our Saviour took and di- 


flribmted to bis Diſciples be made bis own body, ſaying ths is Adverſ. 
my body , that is, 11 image or figure of my 540. « it coul gy x 


not have been the figure of bis bely , if there had not been a ga, Rigalt. 
true and real bedy, And arguing againſt the Scepticks * 


— 


— ⅛1—.— — 


againſt Tranſuhſtantiation. 9 
who denied the certainty of ſenſe he uſeth this Argument; That 
if we queſtion our ſenſes we may doubt whether our Bleſſed Sa vi- 
our were not deceived in what he heard, and ſaw; and 
and touched. * He might ( ſays he) be deceived in the 
voice from heaven, in the ſmell of the ointment with which he * Lib. de Ani- 
was anoixted againft his burial ; and in the taſte of the wine 79. 
which be conſecrated in rememberance of his bloud. So that 
it ſeems we arc to truſt our ſenſes, even in the matter of the Sacta- 
ment; and if that be true, the Doctrine of Tranſuhjtantiztion is cer- 
tainly falſe. 

Origen in his x Comment on Math. 1 5, ſpeaking of 
the Sacrament hath this paſſage, That food whi h is ſanc- f dit. Hu- 
tified by the word of God and prayer; as to that of it which © 
in material, goeth into the belly and is caft out into the draught 
which none ſurely will ſay of the Body of Chriſt. And alterwards he 
adds by way of explication, it is not the matter of the bread , but the 
word which is ſpoken over it , which profiteth bim that worthily eateth the 
lord, and this ( he ſays ) be hath ſpoken concerning the typical and Sym- 
bolicsl body. So that the matter of bread temaineth in the Sacrament, 
and this Origen calls the typical and Symbolicsl body of Chriſt; and it 
is not the natural body of Chriſt which is there eaten. for the food 
eaten in the Sacrament , as to that ct it which is material, goeth in- 
to the belly and is caſt out into the draught. This teſtimony is ſo 
very plain in the Cauſe, that Seti ſenenfis ſuſpecds this place of Origen 
was depraved by the Heretiques. Cardinal Perron is contented to al- 
low it to be Origen's, but rejects his teſtimony becauſe he was accuſed 
of Hereſie by ſome of the Fathers, and ſays he talks like a Heretique 
in this place. So that with much ado this teſtimony is yielded to us 
The ſame Father in his * Homilies upon Liviticus ſpeaks thus, There 
is alſo inthe New Teftament a letter which kills bim who doth 
not Spiritually nnderflend thoſe things which are ſaid; for 4 C. 10. 
if we take according to the Letter that which is ſaid, EX- 
; CEPT TEEAT MYFLESH AND DRINK MT BLOV D, bis Letter kills. 
| And this alſo is a killing Teſtimony ; and not to be anſwered but 
in Cardinal Perron: way, by laying he talks like a Heretique. 
| St. Cyprein hath a whole Epiſtle & to Cerilius, againſt thoſe who 
gave the Communion in Water only withour Wine 
mi with it; and his main argument againſt them F. 63 
is this, that the blond of Chrift with which we are redeemed 
and quickened cannot ſeem to be the eup when there is no Wine in the cup by 
| which the Blond of Chrift is repreſemed: and afterwards he fays , that 
contrary to the Evangelieal and Apoftolical Doctrine water was in ſome place, 
offered (or given) inthe Lords Cup , which ( fays he) alone cannot 3 

preſs 


—— 
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preſs (or repreſent) the blond of Chrift. And laſtly he tells us, that 
by water the people is underſtood, by Vine the blond of Cbriſt is ſhewn 


Cor repreſented) but when in the Cup water i mingled with Wine the 
people is united Te Chriſt. So that according to this Argument Wine in 
the Sacramental cup is no otherwiſe chang'd into the blowd of Chrift 
than the Water mixed with it is changed into the People, which are ſaid 


to be mited to Chriſt. 8 
I omit many others, and 0 to St. Azftin in the fourth Age after 
Chriſt, And ] the rather inſiſt upon his Teſtimony , becauſc of his 
eminent eſteem and authority in the Line Church ; and he alſo 
calls ihe Elements of the Sacramentthe figure and Sign of Chrifts 
and blond. In this Book againſt Adimantus the Maniches,we have this 
expreſſion , & our Lord did not doubt to ſay , this s my 
*Aug.Tom.6. Body, when be gavethe Sign of bis Body. And in his expli- 
F Ha * cation of the third Pſalm, ſpeaking of Juda whom our 
ne? Lord admitted to his laſt Supper, in which (ſays he) 
* he commanded and delivered to bis Diſcples the ure 
E rerreit in of bis Body; Language which would now be cenſured 
Pſal.1cm. 8. for Hereſies in the Church of Rome. Indeed he was 
FO never accus'd of Herefie, as Cardinal Perron ſays Origen 
was, but be talk as like one as Origen himſelt, And in his Comment on 
the 98 Pſalm, ſpeaking of the cflence which the Diſciples took at that 
ſaying of our Saviour, except ye eat the fleſh of the Son of man and drink bis 
blood, c. he brings in our Saviour ſpeaking thus to them, * ye muſt 
underfland Spiritually what I have ſaid untoyou ; ye are not 
Id Tom. 9: to eat this body which ye ſee, and to drink that blood which ſhall 
R be ſhed by tboſe that ſhall crucifie me. I have commended a cer- 
tain Sacrament to yon, which being Spiritnally underftood will give you life. 
What more oppoſite to the Þcarine of Tranſubſtentiation, then that 
the Diſciples were not to-cat that Body of Chriſt which they ſaw, nor 
to drii k that blood which was ſhed upon the Croſs, but that all this 
was to be underſtood ſpiritually and according to the nature of a Sa- 
crament ? For that body he tells us is not here but in heaven, in his 
Comment upon theſe words, me ye bave not always, * He ſpeaks (ſays 
he) of the preſence of bis body; ye ſhall have me according 
Id Traft: c: tony prov-dence, according to Maj y and i-11ſible grace; 
in Johan. but according to the fleſh which the word aſſumed, according to 
that which was born of the Virgin Mary, ye ſhall not have me : therefore be- 
cauſe he com erſed with bis Diſciples fourty dayes, be is aſcended up into bea- 
ven and is not here. ä 
In his 23d. Epiſtle ; * If the Sacraments (ſays he) bad 
*1d Tom:2:p:93 not ſome reſemblance of thoſe things wh-reof they are $acra- 
ments, they would not be Sacrements at all; but from this re 


ſemb-" 


* Tranſubſtantiation, 11 
ſemblance they take for tbe moſt part the names of the things which they re- 
preſent. Therefore as the Sacrament of the body of Chrift is in ſome manner or 
ſenſe Chriſl's body, and the Sacrament of bis blood is the blood of Chrift ; So 
the Sacrament of faith (meaning Beptifm ) is faith. Upon which words 


of St. Azftin there is this remarkable Ge/ in their own Canon I aw ; 
the ly Sacrament which truly repreſents the fleſh of Chrift is called the 4 the 

ly of Chrift ; but im ly : whence it is ſaid, that after a manner, but (.,,, 47 
not according to the truth of the thing, but the myſtrie of the 1bing ſignified ; 2. Hoc eft 
So that tbe meaning is, it is talled the body of Cbriſt, that is, it fignifies the 
body of Chrift : And if this be St. Awftia's meaning, I am ſure no Pro- 
teſtam can ſpeak more plainly againſt Trenſubſtantiation. And in the 
ancient Canon of the Meſs, before ir was changed in complyance with 
this new Doctrine , It is expreſly called a Sa:rament, 3 Sign, an Image 
end e- of Chr bedy. To which I will add that remarkable pal. 
ſage of St. Auſtin cited by & Gratian, that as we receive the ſimilitude of , 2 
bis death in Baptiſm, ſo we may alſo receive the likeneſs of bis fleſh and blood; ok 47 
that ſo neither may truth be wanting in the Saceament, nor Pagans have occaſi - 2 SH. 
en to maky us ridiculous for drinking the bloud of one that mas ſt ain. U.non, 

I will mention but one Teſtimony more of this Father, but ſo clear 
an one as it is im le any man in his wits that had b lieved Tran- 
ſubſtantiation could have utter d. It is in his Tr: atiſ- *de 
Doftrins Cbriſti ana; where laying down ſevet al Rules L.;: Tem: 3. 
for the right underſtanding of Scripture, he gives this . 53. 
for one. If (lays he) the ſpeech be @ precept forbidding ſome heinou wick- 
edneſy or crime, or cmmanding us to do good, it is not figurative ;, but if 
it foens to command any beinows wickedneſs or crime, or to forbid that which is 

and beneficial to others, it is 1 For example, Except ye eat 

the fleſh of theSon of man, and drink bis blood, ye bave no life in you ? This 
ſeems to command a beinout wickedneſs and crime, therefore it is a figure ; 
commanding us to communicate of the paſſion of our Lord, and with advant e 
80 lay wp in our memory that bis fleſh was crucified and wounded for u. Fo 
that according 10 St. Awflin's beſt skill in 2 Scripture, the 
literal eating of the ficlh of Chriſt, and drinking his blood would have 
been a great impiety; and therefore the exp is to be underſtood 
figuratively ;; and not as Cardinal Perron would have it, only in op- 
poſition to the cating of his fleſh and blood in the * appearance 
of firſh and blood, but to the real eating of his natural bod 
and blood under any appearance whatſoever: For St, Amftin doch 
not ſay, this is a 1 wherein we are commanded really 
to feed upon the natural body and blood of Chriſt under the ſpecies 
ol bread and wine, as the Cardinal would underſtand him; for then 
che ſpeech would be l teral and not figurative: But he ſays, this is a 

figurative ſpes h wherein we arc commanded Spirirually to (ced upon 
the remcanbrance of his Paſſion. D To 
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To theſe I will add but three or four Teſtimonies more in the t wo 
following Ages. | 
The firſt ſhall be of Tbeodoret, who ſpeaking of that * 
Propheſie of Jacob concerning our Saviour, be waſhed 
bis garments in Wine, and bis cloaths in the bloud of graper, 
t Dieleg. i. haththeſe words, || we call the ny ical fruit of the Vin», 
(that is, the Wine in the Sacrament ) after conſecration the blond of the 
Lord, ſo be ( viz. Jacob) calls the blond of the true Vine (viz. ot Chriſt) 
the blond of the grape but the bloud ef Chriſt is not literally and pro- 
perly but onely 8 bloud of the grape, in the ſame ſenſe 
as he is ſaid to be the true Vine; and therefote the Wine in the Sa- 
crament after conſecration is in like manner not literally and pro- 
perly bur figuratively the bloud of Chriſt. And he explains this af- 
terwards, ſaying, that our Saviour changed the names, and gave to bis Body 
the name of the Symbol or Sign, and to the Symbol or Sign the name of his Body; 
thus when he bad called bimſelf the Vine, he called the Symbol or Sign bis Blow; 
ſo that in the ſame ſenſe that he called himſelf the Vine, he call'd 
the Wine, which is the Symbol of his Bloud, his Bloud : For, ſayes he, 
he would hate thoſe who partake of the Divine Myſteries not to attend to the na- 
ture of the things which are ſeen bus by the chang» of names to believe the cha age 
which is made by Grace; for be who called that which by Nature is a Bod 
Wheat and Bread, and again likewiſe called bimſelf the Vine, be bonoured : 
Symbols with the name of bis Body and Bloud : not changing Nature but ad. 
ding Grace to Nature, Where you (ce he ſays expreſſy, that when he 
called the Symbols or Elements of the Sactament , viz. Bread and 
Wine his Body and Bloud;he made no change in the nature of the thi 
only added Grace to Nature, that is, by the Divine Grace and Bleſ- 
ſing he raiſed them to a Spiritual and Supernatural virtue and efficacy. 
The Second is of the ſame Theoderet in his ſecond Dialogue between 
a Catholique , under the name of O thodoxas, and an Heretigue under 
the name of Eraniftes ; who maintaining that the Humaniry of 
Chriſt was chang*d into the ſubſtance of the Divinity ( which was 
the Hereſie of Extyches ) he illuſtrates the matter by this Similitude, 
A,, ſays he, the Symbols of the Lord's body and bleud are one e the 
invocation of the Prieft , but after the invocation are changed and ano- 
ther thing ; So the body of our Lord after this aſcenſion is changed into the di- 
vine ſubſtance. But what ſays the Catholique Omtbodexws to this? why, 
he talks juſt like one of Cardinal Perron's Heretiques, Thou art ſays 
he, caught in thy own net: becauſe the n.yſtical Symbols after conſecratior: 
do not paſs out of their own nature? for they remain in their former ſubſtance, 
figure, and appearance, and may be ſeen and handled even as before. He does 
not only deny the outward figure and appearance of the Symbols to 
be changed, but the nature and ſubſtance of them, even in the 
proper 


* Gen. 49. 11, 
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of the word ſubſtance 2- and ir was neceſſary 


proper and ſirifteſt ſenſe 
b to do > otherwiſe he had not given a pertinent anſwer to the ſimili- 


tude urg'd againſt him. ; 
The next is one of their own Topes, Gelefixs, who brings the 

ſame Inflance againſt the Emtychians ; & ſurely , ſays _ 

he, the Sacraments which we receive of the body and blond of * Piblioth. Parr. 

eur Lord are a divine thing, ſothat by them we are made par- 

takers of a divine nature, and yet it ceaſeth not to be the ſub- 

ſtance or nature of bread and Mine; and certainly the image and reſemblance 

of Chrifts body and blond are celebrated in tbe adlion of the nyfteries, that is, 

in the Sacrament. To make this Inſtance of any force againſtthe 

Extychiens ; who held that the body of Chriſt upon his aſcenſion 

ceal*d and was chang'd intothe ſi bſtance of his Divinity, it was ne- 

ceſſary to deny that there was an 


ſubſtantial change in the Sacra- 
ment of the bread and wine into the tcdy and bloud of Chriſt. So 


that here is an infallible aukcrny , cne of their cwn Popes expreſly 
againſt Tranſallſt antiat ion. . 

I he laſt Tcſtimcny I ſhall produce is of Facandæ an African Biſhop, 
who lived in the &th. Century, Upon occaſion of juſtifying an ex- 
reſfon of one who had ſaid that Chrift alſo received the adoption of Sons, 
e icaſcus thus. & Chrift vouchſafid to receive the Sacra- 
mant of adoption both when be was circumciſed and baptized: * Fecund. | 
And the Sacrament of Adoption may be called adeption, as the 8 
Sacrament of bis body and bloud , which is in the conſecrated DW” 
breed — cap ; ir by 3 * A _ 8 not that the bread, 

, is ly bis body, and is bloud , but becauſe they contain 
5 * the A Here of bis body and blond. bence alſo our Lord 227 cal- 
led the bleſſed bread and cup which be gave to bis Diſciples his body and bloud. 
Can any man alter this believe, that it was then, and had ever 
been, the univerſal and received Doctrine of the Chriſtian Church 
that the bread and wine in the Sacrament are ſubſtantially changed 
into the pi oper and natural body and bloud of C hriſt: 

By theſe plain Teſtimonies which I have produced, and I might 
have brought a great oy more to the ſame purpoſe , it is I think 
evident beyond all denial that Tranſulſtantiation hath not been be per- 

wal belief of the Cbriſtian Church, And this likewiſe is acknowledged 
y many great and learned men of the Roman church. 

(a) Scots acknowledgeth, that this Doctrine was not (a) In Sex. 1-4 
always thought neceſlary to be believed, but that Pi,. 11. ds. 
the neccſſity of believ ing it was cc nſcquent ro that De- 

claration of the Chui ch made in the Council of Iateran under Pope 
Innocent the Ill. And (b) Darandxs ſreely diſcovers (b) is Sent. I. 3: 
his inclination to have beliexed the contrary , if the Church diſl. 11. q. 1. 


bad 15. 
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' | 
H 4e. bad u by than detirmainarion obliged unn to believe i, (e) Tau 
cher I. 1. f: fol Biſhopof Dwrbeamallo yields, that before the Lateran 
"IP" Council men were at liberty as to the manner of Chrifts preſenes 
| ' in the Sattament:. And (d) Braſmur, who lived and 
. died in the comm̃union of the Remer Church, and than 
"irate ren Whom no man was better read in the ancient Fathers , 
Salmerone, doth confeſs that it was late before the Church defined Tran- 
= 8 Ne num n 3 == _ and whing. 
xt And (e) Alpbonſus a Caſtro ſays p „that concerning 
* _ the Tranſubſtantiation of the bread into the Body of Chrift, there 
is ſeldom any mention in the Aucient Writers, And whocan 
imagine that theſe learned men would have granted the ancient Church 
and to have been ſo much Stran gers to this Doctrine, had 
oy thought it to have been the petpetual belief of the Church > ] 
ſhall now in the 
Second place, give an account of the particular time and occafion of the 
coming in of this Doctrine, and by what ſteps and degrees it grew up 
and was advanced into an A rticle of Faith in the Remiſh Cha-ch. The 
Doctrine of the Corporal preſence of Cbriſt was firſt ſtarted upon occaſion 
of the Diſpute abour the Nip of Images, in oppoſition wherero the 
r of Cort about the year DCCL did argue thus, That out 
LORD having left us no other Image of himſelt but the Sacrament, 
in which the ſubſtance of bread isthe Image of his Body, we ought to 
make no other Image of o ir LORD. In anſwer to chis Argument, 
the ſecond Conmei! of Nice in the year DCCLXXXVII did declare 
that the Sacrament after Conſecration is not the image and antitype of 
Chriſts Body and Bloud , bur is properly his Body and Bloud. So 
that the corporal Body of Chrift in the Sacrament was brought in to ſupport 
the finpid worſhip of Imager : And indeed it could nver have come 
in upon a more proper occaſion, nor have been applyed to a fiter 


nd here I cannot but take notice how well this agrees with & Bel- 

lermine' s Obſervation, that none of the Ancients who wrote 
+ De Racherifl. Hereſie , bath pas this erroxr ( viz. of denying Tranſub- 
e 

this errour for t art. ich is very 

bas then there could be no occaſion x — to diſpure againſt * 
who denyed Tranſubſtextiation , ſince, as l have ſhewn, this Doctrine 
was not in being, unleſs among the Extyeh a. Heretiques, tor the firſt 
33 and more. But * Bellar ine goes ou and tells 


the firſt whocolled in queſtias th: truth of the Body of 
er of Images ) Hex abe tar 700 in the council of 


pro LORD in the Excharift were tbe Iconomachi (the 


fo 


concerning the Sacrament,was then eſteemed an errout broached by 


inſt Tranſubſtantiation. 15 
for theſe ſaid there was ine image of Chriſt irſtiinicd by Chrift him ſelf, vix. the 
bread and wine in the Fucharift, which repreſerts the body and blend of Chrift : 
Mhirefere from that time the Greck Writers often admoniſh ws I. Exchbariſt 
is not tbe fignre or image of the body of the I ord, but bis true body, as appears 

m the VII Syned, . h agrees meſt exad ly with the account which 
Ihave given of the fiſt riſe of this DeArine , which began with the 
corporal tre ſence of Chrift in the Sacrament, and afterwards proceeded to 
Tranſulftantiation. 

And as this was the fiſt cccaſicn of introducing this Do&rine among 
the Greeks, ſo in the L atine or Roman Church Paſchafixe Radbertis, firſt a 
Mank, ard aitctwards Abbat of Corbey, was the firſt broacher of it in 
the year LCCC A VIII 

And fc r this, beſides the Evidence of Hiſtory, we have the acknow- 
ledgu ment of two very Eminem Perſons in the Church of Rome, Bellar- 

mine and Sirmondxs, who do in effect confeſs, that this Paſchaſins was 
the firſt who wrote to purpoſe upe n this Argument. *peScrip. Ece. 


* Bellarmine in theſe words, This Author was the who batb ſeriouſl; 
and copiosſh; written coreernirg the truth of Chrifts Body and Blond in the Eu- 
charift : And Sn mondus in theſe, be ſo firſt explained the genuine ſenſe of 


the Catolique Church, that he opened the way to the reft who afterwards in 
great numbers wrote pon thc ſame Argument : But Sirmondus 
is pleaſed to ſay, that he only firſt explained the ſenſe of the Catho- 
lique Church in this point, yet it is very plain from the Records of 
that Age which ate left to us, that this was the firſt time that this 
Tocttine broached in the L atine Chmrch;& it met with great oppoſition 
in that Age, as I ſhall have occaſion hereafter to ſnew. For Rabanns 
Mauru Arch: biſhop of Menz about the year 847 reciting the very 
words of Paſchaſies wherein he delivered ch is Doctrine, hath tnis re- 
markable paſſage concerning the novelty ot it; x Some, ' 
lays he, of late, not having a right opinion concerning #be Sa- * Epiſt. ad Heri- 
crament of the Body and Blond of our LORD , have ſaid that baldum, c. 33. 
this the Body and Bloud of our LORD which was born - 
of the Virgin Mary, and in which our LORD ſuffered pon tbe Croſs, and 
roſe from the Dead; which erroxr, ſayes he, we have opposr'd with all our 
might. From whence it is plain, by the Teſtimoiy of c ne of the 
teſt & moſt learned Biſhops of that Age,&of eminent Reputation 
or Piety, that what is now the very Doctrine of the Church of Rome 


ſome particular Perſons , but was far from being the generally re- 
ceiv'd Doctrine of that Age. Can any one think it poſſible, chat ſo emi- 
nent a Perſon in the Church both tor Piety and Learning, could have 
condemned this Doctrine as an Errour and a Novelty, had it heen 
the general Doctrine of the Chriſtian F an „ hot only in that but 

| ein 
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in all former Ages; and no cenſure pas d upon him for that which 
is now the great Burning Article in the Church of Rome, and eſteemed 
by chem one of the greateſt and moſt pernicious Hereſies? 
Afterwards in the year 10 59, when Berengariu in France and Germany 
had raisd a freſh oppoſition agaivſt this Doctrine, he was compelled 
to recant it by Pope Nichols and the coxncil at Rome, in theſe words 
that * the bread and wine which are ſet upon the Altar, af 
* Gratian. de con- ver the confecratian are not onl the Sacrament , but the true 
ſector. «iſnt. 2. Body and Bland of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; and are ſenſibly, 
e feng. Bont not gay the Sagrament but in h, bandled and brokgn by 
c. 3. Guirmund the bands of the Prieft, and ground or bruiſed by the ox 4 
de Sacram. 1. 1, the Fajthful. But it ſeems the Pope and his Counci 
Aiger de 9. yere not then sxilfull enough to expreſs themſelves 
crame? 1,c. 1 rightly in this matter; for the Gloſs upon the Canon Lam 
* cleſi. De. Ways enpreſly, * that unleſs we underſtand theſe words of 
cre. deconſecras BRRENGARTUS ( that is in truth of the Pope and bis 
aift. 2.incap, Ego Cornncil ) in «faxed ſenſe: we ſhall fall into a greater Hereſie 
Berg «rivs. than aha of RERENGARITDS ; for we do not make parts of 
the body of Chrift> The meaning of which Gloſs Ican. 
not imagine, unleſs it be this, that the Body of Chrift , though it be in 
truth brakes, yet it ĩs not brokgn into parts ( for we do not 


; : make parts of the 
body of Chrift, ) bus into wholes : Now chis new way of kg gs 
e into wholes (which in good earneſt is the 
ot the Church of Re) though to them that are able to be- 
lieve Trauſulſtamistis it may far any thing I know appear to be ſexnd 
ſenſe, yet to us that cannot believe, ſo it appears to be ſolid non-ſenſe. 
About 20 years after, in the year 1529 Pope Gregory the 7th. 
began to be ſenſible of this abſurdity; and therefore in another 
Comncil at Rome made Burengarixs 10 tecant in another Form, viz. * 
that the bread and Wine which are placed upon the Alter are 


* waldenſ. ubſtentially ebanged into the true and r end quickni 
Tem. 2. C. 13. eech. ENI foo 
gin, aud which being for the Solvationof the World 
did bang upon the Crofs , end ſies on the right band of the Fatber. 
— b * the r the os Gone? 
i che ear 8 All : Council u * e Ich. ln 
ab. ; Reads Lhe” three hundred years that bis Doctrine — 


conteſted , and before this miſhapen Monſter of Tranſsbſtantiation. could 
be lied into that Form in which it is now ſetled and cſtabliſhed in 
the Church of Rawe, Here then is a plain account of the firſt riſe of 
his Doctrine, and of the ſeveral ſteps whereby it was advanced by 
the Church of Rome into an Article of Faith, | come now in the 
Third place, to anſwer the great pretended Demonſtration of the im- 
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poſſibility that this Doctrine, if it had been new , ſhould ever have come in; in 
any Age, and been received in the Church ; and conſequently it muſt of ne- 
offi be ber the perpetual belief of the Church in all Ages. For it ic 

not always been the Doctrine of the Church, whenever it had 
attempted firſt ro come in, thete would have been a t ſtir and 
buſtle about it, and the whole Chriſtian World w have role 
up in oppoſition to it. But we can ſhew no ſuch time when firſt ir 
came in, and when any ſuch oppalition was made to it, and there- 
fore it was always the DoQrine of the Church. This Demonſtration 
Monſuxr Arneuld , a very learned Man in France, pretends to 
be nnanſwerable ,whether it be fo or not] ſhall briefly examine, And 
Firft , we do aſſign a punctual and very likely time of the firſt 
riſe of this Doctrine, about the beginning of theg Age; though it 
did not take firm root nor was fully ſetled and cſtabliſhrd till to. 
wards the end of the 11th, And this was the moſt likely time of 
ali other, from che beginning of Chriſtianity , for ſo groſs an Er- 
rour to a ; it being by the confeſhon and conſent 
of their rians, the moſt dark and: diſmal time that 
ever happened to the Chriſtian Church boch for Ignorance and Super- 
fizion , and Vice. It came in together with Idolatry , and was made 
uſe of to ſupport it: A fit prop and companion for it. And indeed 
what tares might not the Enemy have ſown in ſo dark and long a 
; when ſo 1 a Wt of 27 *=agy +2 lg was luſjs 
in profound Ignorance and Superſticion ; this agrees very 
well with the account which our Saviour himſelf gives in the Parable 
of the Tares, ofthe vpringing up of Errours and corruptions in the 
Field of the Church. *While the men the Enemy 
* Matth. 13. did his work in the Night, ſo that when they were awake 
*. they wondered how and whence the tares came; bur 
being ſure they were there, and that they were nor 


form at farſt , they concluded tbe Enemy bad done it. 
| Seoondly , 1 have ſhewn likewiſe that there was conſiderable oppoſition 


— yo — at 14 2 in. 0 a0 8 pant 
uperſtition rendered the generality of people 
more quiet and ſecure, and diſpoſeth them to — any thing hoc 
came under a pretence of myſtery in Religion and of greater reverence and 
devotion of the Sacrament , and that ſeemed any way to countenance 
the worſhip of Imeges , for which at that time they were zealouſly 
concern*d. But notwi ing the ſecurity and paſſive temper of 
the People, the men moſt eminent for Piery and Learning in that 
Time made great reſiſtance againſt it. Ihave already named Ra- 
banus Arch-Biſhop of Mentz , who oppol* d it as an Errour lately 
* up, and which had then gained but upon ſome few perſons. 

o whom I may add Heribsldxs Biſhop of Auxerre: in France, Io. Sco- 


tu 
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tw Erigena, and Ratramnu commonly known by the name of Bertram 
who at the ſame time were employed by the Emperour Charles the 
Bald to oppoſe this growing Errour, and wrote learnedly againſt ir, 
And theſe were the eminent men tor learning in that time. And be. 
cauſe Monſieur Ara mid will not be fatisfied unleſs there were ſome ſtir 
and buſtle about it, Bertram in his Preface to his Book tells us, that they 
who according to their ſeveral opinions talked differently about the myſtery of 
Chrilt's body and bloud were divided by no ſmall Schiſm. 
Thirdly, Though tor a more clear and ſatistactory anſwer to this 
retended Demonſtration I have been contented to untye this knot yet 
T could without all theſe pairs have cut it. For ſuppoſe this Doctrine 
had ſilently come in and without oppoſition, ſo that we could not aſ- 
ſign the particular time and occaſion ot its firſt Riſe; yet it it be e- 
vident from the Records ot former Ages, for above D. years 
that this was not the ancient belief ot the Church, and plain alſo, that 
this Doctrine was afterwards received in the Roman Church, though we 
could not tell how and when it came in, yet it would be the wildeſt 
and moſt extravagant thing in the world to ſer up a pretended De- 
monſtration ot Reaſon againſt plain Experience and matter of Fact. 
This is juſt Zenos Demonſtration of the impoſſibility of motion againſt 
Diogenes walking before his Eyes. For this is to undertaketo prove 
that impoſſible to have been, which malt certainly was. F up thus the 
Servants in the Parable might have demonſtrated that the tares were 
wheat, becauſe they wete ſure none but good ſeed was ſown at firſt, and 
no man could give any account ot the punctual time when any teres 
were ſown, or by whom; and if an Enemy had come to do it, he muſt 
needs have met with great reſiſtance and _ but no ſuch reſiſ- | 
trance was made, aud therefore there could be no tares in the field, but 
that which they call'd tare was certainly good wheat. At the ſame rate 
a man might demonſtrate that owr King, his Majefty of Britain, is not 
return d into England, nor teſtor d to his Crown; becauſe there being 
ſo great and powerfull an Army poſſeſs d of his Lands, and therefore 
oblic ged by intereſt to keep him out, it was impoſſible He ſhould ever 
come in without a great deal of fighting and bloud-ſhed : but there 
was no ſuch thing, therefore he is not return d and reſtor d to his 
Crown. And by the like xind of Demonſtration one might prove 
that the Tur did not invade Chriſtendom laſt year, and beſiege Vienna; 
becauſe it he had, the moſt Chriſtian King, who had the greateſt Army 
in Cbriſtendom in read ĩneſs, would certainly have employed it againſt 
him; but Monſienr Arnauld certainly knows, no ſuch thing was done. 
And therefore according to his way of Demonſtration, the matter of 
fad, ſo ccmmculy re ported and believed, concerning the- Tarks- inve- 
vaſion of Chriften dom and beſieging Vienna laſt year, was a perfect miſtake. 


C 


againſt Tranſubſtentiation. 19 
But a man may demonſtrate till his head and heart ake , before 
he ſha)l ever be able to prove that which certainly is, or was never 
to have been. For ot all ſorts of impoſſibles nothing is more evi- 
dently ſo, than to make that which hath been not to have been. 
All the realon in the world is too weak to cope with ſo tough and 
obſtinate a diffculty. And I have often wondered how a man of 
Monſieur Arnaxlds great wit and ſharp Judgment could prevail 
with himſelf to in ſo bad and baffled a Cauſe 2 or could 
think to defend it 1 5 wooden a Dagger as his Demonſtration of Reaſon 
againſt certain Experience and matter of Fad: A thing if it be poſhble 
equal abſurdity with what he pretends to demonſtrate , Tranſab- 
ftamiation it (elf. I proceed to the 

Third Pretended Ground of this Doctrine of Tranſuſtantiation; and 
that is, The Infallible Ausbority of the preſent Church to make and declare 
new Articles of Faith, And this in truth is the ground into which 
the moſt of the learned men of their Church did heretofore , and 
many do ſtill reſolye their belief of this Doctrine: And, as I have 
already ſhewn , do plainly ſay that they ſee no ſufficient reaſon 
either from 8 or Traditian for the belief of it; And that they 
ſhould have believed the contrary had not tlie determination of the 
Church obliged them other wiſe. 

But if this ine be obtruded upon the world meerly by vir- 
tue ef the Authority of the Roman Church, and the Declaration of the 
Council under P the th. or of the Lateran Council under 
Innocent the 3d. en it is a plain Innovation in the Chriſtian Doct- 
rine , and a new Article of Faith impos d upon the Chriſtian world. 
And if any Church hath this power, the Chriſtian Faith my be en- 
larged and changed as often as men pleaſe ; and that which is no 
port of our Saviours Doctrine, nay, any thing though never ſo ab- 
urd and unreaſonable , may become an Article of Faith obliging all 
Chriſtians to the belief of ir, whenever the Church ot Rome ſhal think 
fit to ſtamp her Authority upon it: which would make Chriſtianiry 
a moſt uncertain and endlels thing. 

The Fowrth pretended ground of this Doctrine is, the neceſſity of 
ſuch a e as this in the Sacrament to the comfort and benefit of thoſe who 
receive it. But there is no colour for this, if the thing be rightly 
conſider d: Becauſe the comfort and benefit of the Sacrament de- 

ds upon the bleſſing annexed to the Inſtitution. And as Water 
in Beptiſm , without any ſubſtantial change made in that Element 
may by the Divine blething accompanying the Inſtitution be effectual 
to the waſhing away of Sin, and Spiritual Regen ration; ſo there 
can no Ir in the World be given why the Elements 
of Bread and Wine in the Lord*s ** may not, by the ſame Divine 


bleſſing 
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bleſſing accompanying this Iuſtitution , make the worthy receivers 
partakers of all the Spiritual comfort and benefir deſigned to us 
thereby, withc ut any ſubſſantial change made in thoſe Elements, 
fince our Lord hath 101d us, that verily the fleſh profiteth Athing. S0 
that it we could do ſo odd and ſtrange a thing as to eat the very na. 
tural fleſh and drink the bloud of our bord, I do not ſee of what 
greater advantage it would be to us than what we may have by par- 
taking of the Symbols cf his body and bloud as he hath appointed 
in remembrance of bim. For the Spiritual efficacy ofthe Sacrament doth 
not depend upon the nature of the thing received, ſuppoſing we re- 
ceive what our Lord appointed, and receive it with a right prepa- 
ration and diſpoſition ot mind, but upon the ſupernatural len 
that goes along with it , and makes it effectual to thoſe Spiritua 
ends for which it was appointed. 

The Fifth and laſt pretended ground of this Doctrine js, to magnify 
the power of the Prieſt in being able to work ſo great a Miracle. And this 
with great pride and pomp is often urged by them as a tranſcendent 
inſtance of the Divine Wiſdom , to find out fo admirable a way to 
raiſe the power and revcrence of the Prieſt : that he ſhould be able 
every day, and as often as he pleales , by repeating a few words to 
work ſo miraculousa change, and (as they love moſt abſurdly and 
blaſphemouſſy to ſpeak ) to make God bimſelf. 

But this is to pretend to a power above that of God himſelf , for 
he did not, nor cannot make himſelt, nor do any thing that im- 
plies a conttadiction, as Tranſubſtantiation evidently does in their pre- 
tending to make God. For to make that which already is, and to 
make that now which always was, is not only vain and trifling 
it it could be done, but impoſſible becauſe it implies a contradictic 

And what if after all Tranſubſtantiation, if it were poſſible and act- 
ually wrought by the prieſt, would yet be no Miracle; For there 
are two things neceſſary to a Miracle, that there be a ſupernatural 
effect wrought , and that this effect be evident to ſenſe. So that 
though a ſupernatural effect be wrought , yet it it be not evident 
to ſenſe it is to all the ends and purpoſes of a Miracle as if it were not; 
and can be no teſtimony or proof of any thing, becauſe it (elf ſtands 
in need ot another Miracle to give teſtimony to it and to prove that 
it was wrought. And neither in Scripture, nor in profane Au- 
thours, nor in common uſe of ſperch, is any thing called a Miracle 
but what falls under the notice of our ſenſes: A Miracle being no- 
thing elſe but 4 ſupernatural effect evident to ſenſe the great end and de. 
ſign whereof is to be a ſenſible proot and conviction to us of ſomething 


that we do not ſce. 
And 
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And for want of this Condition, Trarſulſtantiation, il it were 
true, would be no Miracle. It would indeed be very ſupernatural , 
but for all that it would not te a Sign or Miracle : For a Sign or Mi- 
racle , is always a thing ſenſible , otherwiſe it could be no Sign. 
Now that ſuch a change as is pretended in Pe ſhould 
really be wicught , and yet there ſhould be no and appearance 
ot it, is a thing very wonderiull , kut not to ſenſe; forour ſenies 
perceive no change, the Bread and Wine in the Sacrament to all 
our ſenſes remaining jr ſt as they were before: And that a thing 
ſhould remain to all appeai ance juſt as it was, hath nothing at all of 
wonder in it: We wonder indeed when we ſee a ſtrange thing done, 
but no man wonders when he {ces nothing done. So that Trenſubſtan- 
tiation , if they will needs have it a Miracle, is ſuch a Miracle as any 
man may work that hath but the confidence to face men down that 
he works it, and the fortune to be believed: And though the 
Church of Rome may magnify their Prieſis upon account ofthis Mira- 
cle, which they ſay they can work every day ard every hour, yet 
] cannot underſiand the reaſon of it; for when this great work ( as 
call it) is done, there is nothing more appearsto be done than 
if there were no Miracle: Now ſuch a Miracle as to all appearance 
is no Miracle l ſee no reaſon why a Proteſtant Miniſter , as well as a 
Popiſh Prieſt , may not work as often as he Peas or if he can but 
have the patience to let it alcne, it will work it ſelf. For ſurely no- 
thing in the world is cafier than to let a thing be as it is; and 
by ſpeaking a ſew words over it to make it juſt what it was before; 
Every man, cycty day, may work ten thouſand ſuch Miracles. 
And thus I have diſpatch'd the Firſt part of my Diſcourſe, which 
was to conſider the pretended grounds and Reaſons of the Church of 
Rome for this Doctrine and to ſhew the weakneſs and inſufficiency of 
| them, Icome in the 

SECOND place, to produce our Objections ægninſt it, Which will be of 
| Jo much the greater force, becauſe I have already ſhemn this Dofirine to be de- 
ie of all Divine martam and amibority , and of any other ſort of Ground 
ſufficient in reaſin to juftifie it. S. that Ido not ncw objeft againſt « 
oftrine which bath a fair probability of Divine Revelation on ita fide, for that 
would weigh down all oljcQions which did not plainly overthrow the probabil; 
and credit of its Divine Revelation: But I Olj & gain a Doctrine 
the mere will and Tyranny of Min impos'd upon te belief of Chriftians, with- 
ext any evidence of Scr ipture, and againft all the evidence of Reaſon and Senſe. 
The ObjcQicns I tall reduce to thele two Heads, Firft, the infinite 
ſcandal ofthis Dcctrine to the Chriſtian Religion. And Secoxdſy, the 

monſtruous and in ſupportable abſurdity ct it. | 1 
riſt, 
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Firſt, The infinite ſcandal of this Doctrine to the Chriſtian Religion. And 
that upon theſe foxr accounts. 1. Of the ſtupidity of this Doctrine. 2. 
The real barbarouſneſs of this Sacrament and Rite of our Religion up- 
on ſuppoſition of the truth of this Doctrine. 3. Of the cruel and 
bloudy conſequences of ir. 4 Of the danger of Idolatry, which they 
are certainly guilty of, if this Doctrine be not true. 

1. Upon account of the ſtupidity of this Doctrine. I remember that 
Twly , who was a man of very good ſenſe , inſtanceth in the conceic of 
eating GODas the extremity of madneſs,and ſo ſtupid an apprehenſion 

as he thought no man was ever guilty of. ben we call, 
De Nat. De- ſays he, the fruits of the earth Ceres, and wine Bacchus, we uſe 
orum. I. 3. but the common language; but do you think any man ſo mad as to 
believe that which be eats to be God > It ſeems he could not believe that 
ſo extravagant a folly had ever entred into the mind of man: Ir is a 
very ſevere ſaying of Averroe the Arabian Philoſopher ( who lived af- 
ter this Doctrine was entertain d among Chriſtiant and ought to make 
the Church of Rome bluſh, if ſhe can; * I have travelFd, 
| ſays he, over the world, and have found divers Sects; but 
Carthuſ- is 4. (7 ſottifh a Sect or Law I never found; ar it the Sec of the Chri- 
ape ſtians; becanſe with their own teeth they devour theirGod bon 
they worſhip- It was great ſtupidity in the Poe of Iſrael to lay , Come 
let uf make us Gods, but it was civilly ſaid of them, Lt ur make xs Gods 
that may go before us, in compariſon of the Church of Rome, who ſays, 
Let ws 4 God that we may eat him. So that upon the whole mat- 
ter I cannot but wonder that they ſhould chuſe thus to expoſe Faith 
to the contempt of all that are endued with Reaſon. Ani to ſpeak 
the plain truth, the Chriſtian Religion was never ſo horribly expoſed 
to the ſcorn ot Atheiſts and Infidels , as it hath been by this moſt 
abſurd and ſenſeleſs Doctrine. But this it was foretold that * the 
Man of Sin ſhould come with power and figns and Lying Mirs- 
* 2Thefl. 3. cles, and with all deceiveableneſs of wnrighteonſneſs , with 
to, all che Legerdemain and jugling tricks of falſehood and im- 
re; amongſt which this of Tranſubſtentiation, which 
they call a Miracle, and we a Cheat , is one of the chiet: And in 
all probability thole common jugling words of bocuy pocxs , are no- 
thing elſe but a corruption of hoe eft corpus , by way of ridiculous 
imttation of the Prieſt of the Church of Reme in their trick of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. Into ſuch contempt by this fooliſh Doctrine and pre- 
tended Miracle of theirs have they brought the maſt ſacred and vene- 
rable Myſtery of our Religion. 
2. It is very ſcandalous likewiſe upon account of real K 
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of this Sacrament and Rite of our Religion , upon ſuppoſition of the 
truth of this Doctrine. Literally to eat the fleſh of the Son of man and to 
drink, bis blond, St. Awftine , as | have ſhewed before, declares to be a 
great impiety. And the impiety and barbaroninels ot the thing is not 
in truth extenuated, but onely the appearance of it, by its being done 
under the Species of Bread and Wine : For the thing they acknowledge 
is really done, and they believe that they verily eat and drink the na- 
tural fleſh and bloud of Chriſt. And what can any man do more un- 
worthily towards his Friend> How can he poſſibly uſe him more 
barbarouſly , than to feaſt upon his living fleſh and bloud ? Ir is one 
of the greateſt wonders in the world, that it ſhould ever enter into 
the minds of men to put upon our Saviour's words, fo eaſily capable 
of a more convenient ſenſe and ſo neceſſarily requiring it, a meaning 
ſo plainly contrary to Reaſon, and ſenſe, and even to Humanity it 
ſelf, Had the ancient Chriſtians owned any ſuch Doctrine, we ſhould 
have heard of it from the Adverſaries of our Religion in every page 
of their Writings ; and they would have deſired no greater advan- 

tage againſt rhe Chriſtians to have been able to hit them in the 
teeth with their ſeaſting upon the natural fleſh & bloud of their Lord 
and their God, and their beſt Friend, What endleſs triumphs would 
they have made upon this _— ? And with what confidence would 
they have ſer the cruelty uſed by Chriſtians in their Sacrament, againſt 
their God Saturn cating his own Children, and all the cruel and blou- 
dy Rites of their Idolatry > But that no ſuch thing was then objected 
by the Heatben / to the Chriftians, is to a wiſe man inſtead of a thouland 
monſtrations that no ſuch Doctrine was then believed. | 
3. It is ſcandalons alſo upon account of the cruel and bloudy con- 
ſequences of this Doctrine; ſo contrary to the plain Laws of Chriſtia. 
j nity, and to one great end and deſign of this Sacrament , which is to 
| unite Chriſtians in the moſt perſect love and charity to one another : 
Whereasthis Doctrine hath been the occaſion of the moſt barbarous 
and bloudy Tragedies that ever were acted in the World. For this 
hath been in the Church of Rome the great burning Article; and as ab- 
ſurd and unreaſonable as it is, more Chriſtians have been murtherd 
for the denialot it than perhaps for all the other Articles of their Reli- 
gion. And I think it may generally ws for a true oblervation that all 
are commonly moſt hot and furious for thoſe things for which 
there is leaſt Reaſon ; for what men want of Reaſon for their opini- 
ons, they uſually ſupply and make up in Rage. And it was no more 
than needed to uſe this ſeveriry upon this occaſion ; for nothing but 
the cruel fear of death could in 8 have driven ſo great a 
G 


part of mankind into the acknowledgment of ſo unreaſonable & ſenſe. 
ils a Doctrine. 0 
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O Blefſed Sartiexr | thou teſt Friend and greateſt lover of mankind, 
who can imagine thou didſt ever intend that men ſhould kill one a- 
nother for net be ing able to believe contrary to their ſenſes; for be- 
ing unwilling to think, ihat ihou ſl ouldſt make cne of the moſt hor- 
rid and tattarous things that can be imagind a main Duty and prin- 
cipal Myſtery of thy Religion ; tor not flattering the . pte- 
ſumption of the P11cſt who lays he can make God, and for not com. 
plying with the folly ard ſtupidiiy ot the People, who believe that 
they can eat him: f 

4. Upon account of the danger of Idolatry; which they are cer- 
tainly guilty ot, it this Poct ine be not true, and ſuch a change as they 
pretend be net made in the Sacrament {or if it te not, then they 
worſhip a Creature in ſtead of the Creator God bleſſed for ever. But 
ſuch a change I have ſhewn to be impc ſſible; or it it could be, yer 
they can never te certain ibat it is, and con{cquently are alwayes in 
danger of Idolatiy: And tt at thcy can never be certain that ſuch a 
change is made, is evident; becauſe, accetding tothe expreſs deter- 
minat ion of the C ouncil of Trent, that depends upon the mind and 
intention of the Pricft, which cannct certainly be known but by Revela- 
tion, which is net pretended in this caſe. And it uy te miſlaken 
about this change, through the knavery or croſneſs of the Prieſt who 
will not make God, but u hen he thinks fit, they muſt nctthink tu ex- 
cuſe themſelves from Idolau y becauſe they intended to worflnp God 
and not a Crcature ; far ſo the Peſant might be cxcusd frem Idola- 
try in wolſhipping the Sun, kecauic they intend to worſhip God and 
not a Creature; and ſo inceed ve may excuſe all the 1dclatry that 
cver was in the World, which is nothing elſe but a miſtake of the Die- 
ty, and upon that miſtake a woi ſhipping ot ſomething as God, which 
is not God. | 

II. Beſides the infinite ſcandal of this Dectrine upon the accounts 
T have mentioncd , the morſtrous abſurdities of it make it inſup rtable 
to any Religion. I am very well aflur'd of the grounds of Religion 
in general, and of the Chriſtian Religion in particular; and yer I 
cannot ſee that the foundaticns of any revealed Religion, arc fir 
enough to bcar the weigit of ſo many and ſo great abſurdities as this 
Doctrinc of Trat ſul ſtantiation u ld load it withall. And to make 
this evident, I ſhall not inſiſt upon thoſe groſs contradictions, of 
the ſame Body being in ſo many ſeveral places at once; of our Savi- 
ours giving away himſelt with his own bands to every one of his 
Diſciples , and yet ſtill keeping himſelt ro himſelt; and a thouſand 
more of the like nature : But to ſhew the abſurdity of this Doctrine 
I ſhall only ask theſe few Qucſtions. 


1. Whether 


againſt Tranſubſtontietion. 16 

1. Whutkcr any man bare , or ever had greater evidence of the truth of any 
Divine Revelation than every man bath of the falſhood of Tranſubſſantiati- 
cn? Infidelity were hardly peſfible to men, if all men had the ſame evidence 

for the Chriſtian Religion which they bare againſt Tranſubſlantiation , thet 
is , the clear and irreſſflible evidence of ſenſe. He that can once be browght 10 
contredift or deny bis ſenſes, is at an end of certainty; for what can a man be 
certain of, if be be not certain of what beſees ; In ſome circumſtances or ſenſes 
may deceive s, Iut no Faculiy decetves us fo little and ſo ſeldom : And when 
our ſaſcs do deceire us , even that errour is not tobe corrided without the bel 
of our ſenſes, | 

2- ppoſing this Dectrine bad been delivered in Scripture in the very ſame 
words that it is decreed inthe Council of Trent, by what clearer evidence or 
flronger Argument ceuld any man prote io me that ſuch.. words were in the 
Bible than I can prot e to him that bread and Wine afier conſecration are bread 
and wine flill 7 He cculd ut ajfeal to my eyes to prove ſuch words to be in 
the Bible, and with the ſame rtaſen and juſtice might I appeal to ſcreralof 
bis ſenſes to trot i 10 him that the bread and wine after conſecration are bread 
and wine ft ill. 

3, Whither it Le reaſinable to imagine that God ſhould make that a part of 
the Chriflian Religion which ſhakes the main external etidence and confirmati- 
en of the lei? 1 nican the Miracles which were evrought by our Saviaxnr and 
tis Aprfiles , the aſſurance wherefore did at fiſt depend won the certainty of 

ferſe. For if the ſanſes of theſe who ſay they Jaw them were deceived then 
there might be no Miraclc wrought ; and a fe. it may jafily be doubted 
hither that d of ccnf1n.aticn which Cod hath given io the Chriftian Reli- 
grot. would Leflrarg cnoxgh to rote it, ſuppeFng I ranſub ſtautiation to be 4 
part of it: Becauſe eꝛcij man bath as great evidence that I ranſubſtantia- 
tie u # falſe , as be hath that the C hriftian Religion is true. Suppoſe then 
Tranſut ſlantjation to be jo of the Chriftian DifQrine , it n uft have the 
Same confa maticn nith the whole, ard that is Miracles : But of all Doctrine: 
in the worid it is peculiarly incapable of being proved by a Miracle. For if a 
Miracle were wrought fer the proef of it, the ſame aſſurance which any men 
hath of ile 1th of the Miarcle he hath of ibe falſhood of the Doctrine, that 
is, the clear evidence of bis ſenſes. For that there is a Miracle wrought te 
prove that u hat he ſces in the Sacrament is not bread but the body of 
Chriſt, there is. ozely the ir idince of ſerſe ; and there is the very ſame evidence 
20 prove that u at he ſees in the Sacrament is not the body of Chriſt 
Eun Ercad, - So that here wenld ariſe a rw Centroverſle , whither a man 
ſhauld rather beliete bis Saſcs giting tiftiniony againſt tbe Doctrine of T ran- 
ſul ſta ntiatien, er Haring witneſs to a Miracle wrought to confirm that Doc- 
trine, there being the tem ſame evidence againſt the 1th of the Miracle: And 
then the Argun (ut fer Tranſubſlantiaticn and the ObjeGion againſt it would 
jat 


T2 A DISCOURSE | 
juſt balane- one another 3 and conſequently Tranſubſtantiation is net 15 be 
proved by a Miracle, eo go world be, to prove to a man by 
ſome thing that he fees, that he doth not ſee what he ſees. And if chere 
were no other evidence ih ut T ranſubſtantiation ir no part of the Chriſtian 
Doctrine, this would be ſufficient , that what proves the one, doth as much 
overthrow the other; and that Miracles which are certainly the beſt and hi 
external proof of Chriftanity are he worſt proof in the world of Tranſu s 
tigtion , wileſ; a man can retionnee bis fenſes at the ſance time that be relies 
72 them. For a man camot believe a Miracle without relying pan ſenſe, nor 

ranſubſtantiation without renouncing it. So that never were any tw» 
ings ſo ill coupled togetber «s the Dofrine of Chriſtimity and that of Tran- 
ſu bſtantiation, becamſe they draw ſeveral wayes, and are ready to flrenght 
one anether ; becauſe the main evidence of the Chriſtian Doctrine, which is 

trecles., is reſolved into the certainty of ſenſe , but this evidence is olear ani 
point- ainſt 1 ran{ubftantiativn. 

4 A , Iwould ask what we are to think of the A t 
which our Savioar uſed to convince his Diſciples after his Refarrethi- 
on that his Body was really riſen, and that they were not deludel 
by a Ghoſt or Apparition? Is ita neceſſary and concluſive Argu- 

ment or not? * And be ſaid ume them , wby are ye trouh. 

* Luke 24. led ? and why do thoughts ariſe in your hearts ? Bebold my 
30, I. bands and my feet, that it is I my ſelf ;- for a Spirit bath nos 
; fleſh and bones , as ye ſee me baue. But now if we ſuppoſe 
with the Church of Rowe the Doftrine of Tranſuhftentiation to be true, 
and that he had inſtructed his Diſciples in it juſt before his death , ; 


range thonghhent t juſtly have riſen in their hearts, and 
might have {aid to im, Lord, it is but a few dayes ago aer chor | 
didſt reach us not to believe our ſenſes, but directly contrary to 
what we ſaw , viz. That the bread which thou gaveſt us in the 
Sacrament, though we ſaw it, and handled ir, and taſted it, to be 
bread , yet was not bread, but thine own natural body, and now 
thou appealeſt to our ſenſes to prove that this is th which we 
now ſee. If ſeeing and handling be an unqueſtionable evidence that 
ching are what they appear to our ſenſes, then we were deceived be- 
fore in the Sacrament; and if they be not, then we are not ſure 
now that this is thy dody which we now ſee and handle, but it may 
be perhaps bread under the appearance of fleſh and bones, juſt as 
in ne , that which we law and handled and taſted to be 
bread was thy ficſh and bones under the form and appearance of 
bread. Now upon this ſuppoſition , it would have been a hard mar. 
ter to have quieted the Diſciples : For ifthe 12 
they 


the 1 * 
ment which our Saviour did certainly prove to them that 


x 


| Ver) nardra! Rei and 

| ; brcauſ | ed chem; ( which it were impi- 
ous bo deny) it would as ſtrongly prove that what they Aw und re- 
before in the Sacrament was not the natural body and blond 
| „ but real bread and wine. And conſequently , that acror- 
to our Faviours arguing after his Reſurrection they had no rea- 
Mito dehieve Tranſidſtanciarion before, For that very Atgumem by 
whith Our Saviour proves the realiey of his body after xs Relutræci 
on doth os ſtrongly prove the realty of bread and wine afrer Con- 
ſecration. But our Savivur's Argument was moſt infalliblypood and 
true, and therefore the Doctrine of Tranſubtantiation is undoubtedly 


falſe, 

the whole matter I ſhall only ſay this, that ſome other 
Points between us and the Church of Rome are managed with ſome 
kind of wit and ſubtilty, but this of TranſabVitantiation is carried om 
by mere dint of'impudenice and facing down of Mankind. 

And ot this the more diſcerning. perſons of that Church are of 
P ſo ſenſible that they would now be glad to be rid of rhis 

628 and ridiculous Doctrine. But the Council of Trent harh faſt- 
ene d it to their Religion, and made it a neceſſary and eſſential 
Point of their Belief, and they cannot now part with it if they would; 
it is Hxe a Mill · ſtone hung about the neck of Popery which will ſink 
it at che laſt. 

And though ſome of their greateſt Wits, as Cardinal Prrrm of 
late Monſieur Arnaud, have undertaken the defence of it in great 
Jolumes; yet it is an abſurdity of that monſtrous and maſſy weight 
tnat no humane eee or wit are able to ſupport it It will 
make the very Pillars of St. Peter*s crack , and requires more Vo- 
lames to make it good than would fill the Vatican. 

And now | would apply my ſelf to the poor deluded People of 
that Church, it they were either permitted by their Prieſts, or durſt 
venture without their leave to look into their Religion and to exa- 
mine the Doctrincs of it. Conſider, and ſhew your ſelves men. Do 
not ſuffer your ſelves any longer to be led blindfold , and by an im- 
plicit Faith in your Prieſts, into the belief of nonſenſe and contra- 
dition. Think it enough and too much to let them rook you of 
your me ny for pretended Pardons and counterfeit Reliques, but let 
not the Authority of any Prieſt or Church perſuade you out of your 
Senles. Credu ty is certainly a fault as well as Infidelity : and be who ſaid, 
bleſſed are they that have not ſeen and ye have believed, hath no where 
ſa d; el are they that have ſeen and yet bave not believed, mucli leſs, 
Bleflied are they that belicve directly 1 what they ſee, 


To 


| 


| To ow this Dilcour! » D) aatt Der faid upon this Ar. 
cue FIN appear, with how little truth, and reaſon, and regard 
to the intereſt of our common Cliriſtianity , it is ſo often aid by our 
Adverſaries, that there ate as good arguments for the belief of Tran- 


ſubſtantiation as of the Doctrine of the Trinity: When they themſelves 


do acknowledge with us that the Doctrine of the Trinity isgrounded 
upon the Scriptures, and that — to the interpretation of them 
by the conſent of the ancient Fathers: But their Doctrine of Trauſab- 
flantiation I have plainly ſhown to have no ſuch ground, and that 
this is acknowledged by very many learned men of their own Church; 
And this Doctrine of theirs ing ſt pianly proved by us to be de- 
ſtitute of all Divine Warrant and Authority, our Objections againſt 
it from the manifold contradiQtions of ir to Reaſon and Senſe are ſo 
many Demonſtrations ot the fall of it. Againſt all which they 
have nothing to put inthe oppoſite Scale but the Infallibility of their 
Church, tor which there is even leſs colour of proot from Scripture 
than for Traxſnbſtentiation it ſelf. But ſo fond are they of their own 
Innovations and Errours, that rather than the Dictates of their Church 
how groundleſs and abſurd ſoever, ſhould be call'd in on; rather 
than not have their will of us in impoſing upon us what they pleaſe, 
they will overthrow any Article of the Chriſtian Faith, and ak the 
very foundations of our common Religion: A clear evidence that the 
Church of Rome is not the true Mother, ſince ſhe can be ſo well con- 
rented that Chriſtianity ſhould be deſtroyed rather than the Point in 


queſtion ſhould be decided againſt her. 


TKE END 


